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Verification Is SALT Key

STAT |

The Heart of the Muadter

First of four articles

By Don Oberdorfer |

Washinzzon Post Staff Writer !'

On the morning of last Dec. 2;;
presidential assistant Zbigniew Brze-|
zinski placed a telephone call from
Washington to the Seviet Mission in
CGeneva, Switzerland, When a Soviet
functionary answered, the. White
House operator asked h.Lm to summon
Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance to.
the telephone.

Soviet Foreign Minister Andre1 A..
Gromyko and. the inner circle of his
SALT team, in the midst, of. negoti~
ations with Vance; were takerr aback‘
by the unprecedented. call to'lan
American. official through a' Russian
telephone, They believed the call to
L2 highly significant and notad.that
Vance appeared uncomfortable when
he returned to.the nevotxatmcr table..

It is not known how much tht:l
Russians learned from the guarded
trans-Atlantic  telephone - conversa-
tion, but their reading of Vance's re-
action was close to the mark. The
secretary of state had -just lost a,'
round to Washington contenders onaj
difficult and persistent strategic armsl
issue: Soviet encoding of missile test-|
ing mfor-natxon or “telemetry en-
cryption.”

This skirmish-at a cruczal moment’
last December Hlustrates an import-
ant " fact about the lengthy  negoti-
ations for a new strategic.arms limita-
tion. freaty- {SAET)* There:were -two;
sets of SALTIL geg otiations-in -the:
-Carter : administration: _a., well-publid
cized set. of: bargaining sessions: with
the Soviets+eentered . on nine; meet-
ings between ~Vance :and- Gromyko,
.and an equally important .set of in-
ternal debates:in 38 meetings.of theq_
White House Specxal- -Coordination-
Committee and’ four méetings. of the
full National Securify. Council., e i

The skirmishr .also * illustrates the-
complexity of the barzain that has;
been struck between.jhe‘ SUperpowers..
In,this case, the issue was the second
“common understandmcf" ‘(in effect,
tha, second footnote) to Article- ‘(V
one of 19 articles of what is probably
the most clearly defined arms control
a:,reement in history. The rich detail
o every issue provided .a: femle field
for the expression of suspicions and
crpss-purposes between the- _nations,
to:be balanced against their common.
inferest in sumval in a thermo-
mlclear age.

Verlfxcatlon—the abxhty to observe
and thereby police what the other
pgwer is domv—-goes to the heart
ofs the differences in history,. states

' the issue of a special exemption. for’

. argued successfully that™ the United

of, mind and practices of the two;
nations. Secrecy has been a penchant’
ot Russians long before the rise of:
communism, and it has been accent-:
uated by a closed totalitarian system:
since 1917. The drive for certainty!
—“show me” proof—has been a strong
American trait.

Technical means of verification—
spy satellites, electronic tracking sta-
tions and the like—provide the un-
ddarpinning of confidence that makes
pqssxble arms agreements between

nations lacking in mutual trust. Thus

t}re workings of these technological
arrangements are of great Dolmcal
and military sensitivity.
“3When a ballistic missile is launch-|
ed into space for testing purposes,
iti transmits telemetry—a stream of
s¢ientific data on its performance—
back to ground stations. Intelligenca
adencies alsp are listening to check
the characteristies of the other sxdes
emerging weaponry.

iAfter the 1972 SALT I avreement
t‘le Soviets began occ: smnally to
transmit’ missile testing data in code
if} an effort to-deny the data to U.S.
ea»eadroppels ‘Although -the SALT
I;agreement banued:“deliberate con-
c%alment'measures" that: impede its:
verification, it was-difficult to arzue
that the- Soviet: testing -data’ were
needed to. verify. fhe crude’ ‘riumérical -
-linits of the 1972 agreement.. *
, {In the' initial SALT-1I-discussions,.
the Soviets proposed. _that. ‘they :he-

permitted to continue. “current test-.
idg practices”: despite any" potential
impact on verification, - The- G.S.
s‘;‘ronvly resisted, contendmv that
tgatma mformatxon would .be of areat
importance in ‘monitoring the more
anbitious SALT II restncnons on |
xmssde capabilities.

“-;In mid-1977 the Sovxetﬁ conceded‘

testmﬂ Practices . under the future"
.tx‘eaty This led to a debate in ‘Wash-,
inzton over whether to press the mat-.
ter further. Paul -C.  Warnke, then
djrector of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, argued that the
rgcord for nonconcealment was strong
‘ahd the matter should be left right.
there. However, Stansfield . Turner,

Central In_tglhgence "Agency director,
States should seek more explicit
1Imits on. telemetry encoding.

ﬂI‘he problem was that the CIA .and -

thé- . National: “Security " Agency : in- 3
' 'sxsted. 'that -U.S:. negotiators. not:.de-

seribe in: detail the. Soviet. ‘practices
tg:-hé éurbed,.ln-fear of revealing far -
mipre. fhan the: Russxans knew . about |
the ‘nature. and. effectiveness: of U.S, |

sBtveillance... -Washington.- policymak- |
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ers debdted how “to get to the heart
of. the. question with.. the Sovxets,
while in Geneva SALT negotiators
danced around the issue.
YFinally, in Geneva on Sept. 13,
1977, “the_ Russians said the dirty
word,” as a- U.$.- official later de-
stéribed it. In' response to a - vague »
ES.. statement about “data meas~
wed -on- board*vehxcles during- flight |
tésts,”” the  Russians declared they’
fﬁlt free to use *“various methods of
tzansmlttmo telemetrie information.”
;little later Soviet delegate Alex-j . "3
zmder “N.- Shuchukin, aaspeczahst mypo
ridio. electroni¢ spoke openly to a |
1ES:" delegate:*of“encryption.”” The
taboo subject was.in the-openm. .- .% -
$The United States began- to. push i
hard for a Soviet commitment against }
entoding;and-the~Soviets dxsniayed.g :
ifcreasing suspicion of “U.S. notives.J

"

o

'}lhe Russians made’ clear théy would'} .~

xpt ban all encoding, aro'mng that {.
all the telemetrie. mformatxoa would "
not be needed_for.the.verification of,
SALT 1II provisions, The United

States would not.provide a- lisk of4 - .

dkactly what would be needed for|
SALT monitoring, in fear ef reveal .
ing additional . intelligence  secrsts } -~
:md in hopes’ of obtaining as much
uncoded data as.possible: -
n After months of jockeying, the is--
site came to a head last December in
@eneva. On Friday afternoon; Dec.
92, Soviet negotiator Viktor Karpoyi'
gnd U.S. negotiator Ralph Earle,i
workma from instructions provided
by Gromyko and_Vance,. hammered
out the language .of’a- commom unfv}
derstanding”, infwhich ‘the Russxans ’
for the first time agreed exphcmy’tcr
limit encodmg.~‘ S ST, “_I i
- 'The essence of the: commom i 0
derstanding”-was - thatencodibg of }
-:telemetric - - information... . would : - be: |
‘banned ' whenever™ such rafn - actxon
would,-lmpede ‘the " venfrcaziorr* ofu'v
"SALT. Encoding’of performance Qata”
‘not covered by *SALT agreements-
would he permitted. Disputes about
details’ “would':be referred: . o the s
-Standing = Consultativé ~Commission
‘estabhshed by theﬂtwo sxdes underr
SALT L
-With the Karpoanrle lanf’uaae mw :
_hand late Dec..zz, Vance, cabled-xt tm. .
‘Washington; “and i recommended.~ that:l
ite be accepted' as'the.. setﬂement of}
the encryption’ Issue.: Ptemdent‘ :Cars’
ter had left town:to: spend the- Chmst-
‘mas:‘weekend -in.. Plains;". Ga,*‘but.’
Brzezinski'” ‘convened- .what” éame - toi
be knowrr as:¥the: midnight’ meeting’ ;i"
to, consider - Vanee'ss Tecommendation:i |




